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knowledge of infirmities in the note, where the bank acts wholly through a dis- 
count committee of which the cashier is not a member, while he acts wholly for 
himself. 

The result would have been otherwise had the cashier himself discounted the 
note, with knowledge of its infirmities, notwithstanding the general rule that the 
principal is not bound by the knowledge of his agent, when the latter represents 
adverse interests. Atlantic etc. Mills v. Indian Orchard Mills, 147 Mass. 268 ; 
note 36 Am. Dec 194. 



New Trial foe Improper Remarks of Prosecuting Attorney. — Harsh 
and unjust statements of a district attorney, not founded upon evidence, but which 
are wholly unsupported declarations, persisted in after repeated objections, the 
right thereto being sustained by the court, when united with threats of popular 
denunciation and an attempt to frighten the jury by declaring that they would 
commit the unpardonable sin if they found for the defendant, are held in People 
v. Fielding (N. Y.) 46 L. B. A. 641, to be sufficient ground for reversal of a con- 
viction. An extensive note to this case marshals the decisions on the question of 
reversal of a conviction because of unfair or irrelevant arguments or statements 
of facts by a prosecuting attorney. 



Cruelty to Animals. — The accused shot and instantly killed a dog. Held, 
That the purpose of the statute prohibiting cruelty to animals was not intended to 
punish invasions of the right of property in the animal subjected to the cruelty, but 
to prevent the infliction of unnecessary suffering upon the animal itself, and defen- 
dant's conviction could not be sustained. Horton v. Stale (Ala. ) 27 South. 468. 
" Otherwise," as the court says, " he who kills his pig or ox for the market would 
fall within the letter of the law, and, no exception being made in the statute as to 
the purpose of the killing, we must eat no more meat whether ' it maketh our 
brother to offend' or not." Com. v. Lewis, 140 Pa. St. 261, 21 Atl. 396, 11 L. E. 
A. 522; Bishop, Stat. Crimes, 1110, 1119. 



Eegistry of Deeds — How Far Notice. — That registry of deeds and other 
instruments does not constitute notice of their existence "to all the world," as 
frequently expressed, but is notice only so far as necessary to protect the grantee 
or beneficiary in the recorded instrument, against competing liens on, or transfers 
of, the property affected by the instrument, is well illustrated by the case of 
Traders' Insurance Co. v. CasseU (Ind. App.), 56 N. E. 259. In that case the in- 
sured, after a loss by fire, endeavored to avoid a forfeiture of his policy, in which 
the execution of mortgages on the property was declared a ground of forfeiture, 
by fixing upon the company constructive notice of the mortgage by reason of its 
registry. It was properly held that registry was not notice to the company. See 
3 Va. Law Eeg. 468 ; Lynchburg etc. Co. v. Fellers, 4 Va. Law Eeg. 514, 519. 



Unborn Child — Prenatal Status — Injury Before Birth. — The plain- 
tiff was injured before birth by the alleged negligence of the defendants, in the 
operation of an elevator in a hospital owned or controlled by them, to which hos- 
pital his mother had gone shortly before his birth for her accouchement. By reason 
of injury to the' mother, plaintiff's limbs at birth were shrunken and atrophied, 



